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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

2. Claims 35-37, 42 and 45are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Nagami et al. (VCID Notification Over ATM link for LDP, July 1999, MPLS Working Group, 
Internet Draft). 

For claims 35 and 42, Nagami et al. disclose VCID notification over ATM link for LDP 
comprising steps of: 

receiving a packet travelling downstream on a bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 lines 
24-26 and page 4 lines 3 1 -37); and 

transmitting the received packet upstream on the bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 lines 
24-26 and page 4 lines 31-37). 

For claim 36, Nagami et al. disclose identifying the incoming label of the received packet 
(page 4 lines 5-6). 

For claim 37, Nagami et al. disclose replacing the identified incoming label with an 
incoming label corresponding to a received packet travelling upstream on the bi-directional 
traffic trunk (page 5 lines 2-3). 

For claim 45, Nagami et al. disclose wherein the bi-directional traffic trunk is in a 
multi-protocol label switching network (page 1 line 36). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 6-11, 13-34, 55, 60-70 and 74-79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Theimer et al. (Requirements for OAM Functionality in MPLS, October 
1999, Internet-Draft) in view of Nagami et al. (VCID Notification Over ATM link for LDP, 
July 1999, MPLS Working Group, Internet Draft). 

For claims 1-2, 7-9, 11, 13-15, 17-20 and 23-29, Theimer et al. disclose requirements for 
OAM functionality in MPLS comprising: 

performing a loopback function on the established bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 line 
35 to page 4 line 4). 

However, Theimer et al. do not disclose establishing a bi-directional traffic trunk. In an 
analogous art, Nagami et al. disclose establishing a bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 lines 24- 
26). Nagami et al disclose further evaluating at least one parameter of the established 
bi-directional traffic trunk using the performed loopback function (page 3 lines 25-26 as set forth 
in claims 2, 17 and 23-24); activating the established bi-directional traffic trunk, when the 
evaluated parameter is any one of: (1) equivalent to a predetermined standard associated with the 
evaluated parameter and (2) exceeds the predetermined standard associated with the evaluated 
parameter (page 4 lines 13-16 as set forth in claims 3, 26 and 28); performing at least one of: (1) 
re-establishing the bi-directional traffic trunk using a different explicit route and (2) providing 
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notification, when the evaluated parameter is not equivalent to, and does not exceed the 
predetermined standard (page 4 lines 13-30 as set forth in claim 4); performing the loopback 
function for the activated bi-directional traffic trunk; and evaluating at least one parameter for 
the activated bi-directional traffic trunk using the performed loopback function (page 3 lines 25- 
26 as set forth in claim 7); wherein the loopback function for the activated bi-directional traffic 
trunk is performed periodically, and the evaluated parameter for the activated bidirectional traffic 
trunk is evaluated periodically (page 3 line 35 to page 4 line 4 as set forth in claims 8 and 18); 
performing at least one of. (1) re-establishing the bi-directional traffic trunk using a different 
explicit route and (2) providing notification, when the evaluated parameter for the activated 
bi-directional trunk is not equivalent to, and does not exceed a predetermined standard associated 
with the evaluated standard (page 4 lines 13-30 as set forth in claims 9 5 1 9, 25 and 29); selecting 
a label switching router in a path traversed by the bi-directional traffic trunk; and activating a 
loopback procedure at the label switching router (page 6 lines 32-33 as set forth in claim 1 1); 
transmitting an out-of-band command to the label-switching router instructing the label 
switching router to activate the loopback procedure (page 6 lines 32-33 as set forth in claim 13); 
wherein the evaluated parameter is evaluated for at least one portion of the established 
bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 lines 24-26 as set forth in claims 14 and 27); wherein the 
bi-directional traffic trunk is established in a multi protocol label switching network (page 1 line 
34 as set forth in claims 15 and 20). 

One skilled in the art would have recognized a bi-directional traffic trunk to use the 
teachings of Nagami et al. in the system of Theimer et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to use the bi-directional traffic trunk as 
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taught by Nagami et al. in Theimer et al.'s with the motivation being to two VCID procedures 
(page 3 lines 25-26). 

For claim 6, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the evaluated parameter includes at least one 
of connectivity and delay (page 2 lines 29-30). 

For claim 10, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the parameter evaluated for the activated 
bi-directional traffic trunk includes at least one of connectivity and delay (page 2 lines 29-30). 

For claim 16, Theimer et al. disclose requirements for OAM functionality in MPLS 
comprising: 

performing a loopback function on the activated bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 line 
35 to page 4 line 4). 

However, Theimer et al. do not disclose activating a bi-directional traffic trunk. In an 
analogous art, Nagami et al. disclose activating a bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 lines 24-26). 
One skilled in the art would have recognized a bi-directional traffic trunk to use the teachings of 
Nagami et al. in the system of Theimer et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to use the bi-directional traffic trunk as taught by 
Nagami et al. in Theimer et al.'s with the motivation being to two VCID procedures (page 3 lines 
25-26). 

For claim 21, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the at least one parameter includes at least 
one of connectivity, delay and other quality of service parameters (page 2 lines 29-30). 

For claims 22 and 31-34, Theimer et al. disclose requirements for OAM functionality in 
MPLS comprising: 
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a loopback router configured to receive the packet and transmit the packet upstream 
towards the originating router on the bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 line 35 to page 4 line 4). 

However, Theimer et al. do not disclose an originating router configured to transmit a 
packet downstream on a bidirectional traffic trunk. In an analogous art, Nagami et al. disclose an 
originating router configured to transmit a packet downstream on a bidirectional traffic trunk 
(page 3 lines 24-26 and page 4 lines 31-37). Nagami et al. disclose further wherein the packet is 
an in-band network management packet (as set forth in claim 33); wherein the bi-directional 
traffic trunk is in a multi-protocol label switching network (page 1 line 34 as set forth in claim 
34). 

One skilled in the art would have recognized a bi-directional traffic trunk to use the 
teachings of Nagami et al. in the system of Theimer et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to use the bi-directional traffic trunk as 
taught by Nagami et al. in Theimer et al.'s with the motivation being to two VCID procedures 
(page 3 lines 25-26). 

For claim 30, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the at least one parameter includes at least 
one of connectivity and delay (page 2 lines 29-30). 

For claims 55, 60-62 and 67-68, Theimer et al. disclose requirements for OAM 
functionality in MPLS comprising: 

determining whether to perform a loopback procedure at the router receiving the packet 
(page 3 line 35 to page 4 line 4). 

However, Theimer et al. do not disclose transmitting the packet downstream on a 
bi-directional traffic trunk from the router constructing the packet; receiving the packet at a 
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router; and constructing a packet at a router. In an analogous art, Nagami et al. disclose 
transmitting the packet downstream on a bi-directional traffic trunk from the router constructing 
the packet; receiving the packet at a router; and constructing a packet at a router (page 3 lines 24- 
26). Nagami et al. disclose further wherein the router constructing the packet and the router 
receiving the packet are label switching routers (page 6 line 33 as set forth in claims 60-61). 

One skilled in the art would have recognized a bi-directional traffic trunk to use the 
teachings of Nagami et al. in the system of Theimer et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to use the bi-directional traffic trunk as 
taught by Nagami et al. in Theimer et al.'s with the motivation being to two VCID procedures 
(page 3 lines 25-26). 

For claim 63, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the step of determining whether to perform 
a loopback procedure further includes a step of determining whether the received packet is a 
loopback packet (page 3 line 35 to page 4 line 4). 

For claims 64-66, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the step of determining whether to 
perform a loopback procedure further includes a step of determining whether the router receiving 
the packet is a loopback router for the received packet (page 3 line 35 to page 4 line 4). 

For claims 69 and 75-79, Theimer et al. disclose requirements for OAM functionality in 
MPLS comprising: 

a receiving router receiving the packet and determining whether the receiving 
router is a loopback router for the received packet (page 3 line 35 to page 4 line 4). 
However, Theimer et al. do not disclose a bi-directional traffic trunk; an originating router 
constructing a packet and transmitting a packet downstream on the bi-directional traffic trunk. In 




Application/Control Number: 09/589,464 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2665 

an analogous art, Nagami et al. disclose a bi-directional traffic trunk; an originating router 
constructing a packet and transmitting a packet downstream on the bi-directional traffic trunk 
(page 3 lines 24-26); wherein the packet is an in-band network management packet (page 4 line 
32 to page 5 line 39 as set forth in claim 79). One skilled in the art would have recognized a 
bi-directional traffic trunk to use the teachings of Nagami et al. in the system of Theimer et al. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to 
use the bi-directional traffic trunk as taught by Nagami et al. in Theimer et al.'s with the 
motivation being to two VCID procedures (page 3 lines 25-26). 

For claim 70, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the receiving router perfonns a loopback 
procedure when the receiving router is the loopback router for the received packet (page 3 line 
35 to page 4 line 4). 

For claim 74, Theimer et al. disclose wherein the receiving router transmits the received 
packet to a next hop upstream, towards the originating router, when the receiving router is the 
loopback router for the received packet (page 3 line 35 to page 4 line 4). 
5. Claims 38, 46-49 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nagami et al. (VCID Notification Over ATM link for LDP, July 1999, MPLS Working Group, 
Internet Draft) in view of Callon et al. (A Framework for Multiprotocol label Switching, IETF 
Draft, September 1999). 

For claim 38, Nagami et al. do not disclose maintaining a table of next hop label 
forwarding entries; and determining the received packers next hop using a next hop label 
forwarding entry associated with the replaced incoming label. In an analogous art, Call et al. 
disclose maintaining a table of next hop label forwarding entries; and determining the received 



Application/Control Number: 09/589,464 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2665 

packet's next hop using a next hop label forwarding entry associated with the replaced incoming 
label (page 47 line 33 to page 48 line 18). 

One skilled in the art would have recognized a table of next hop label forwarding entries 
to use the teachings of Callon et al. in the system of Nagami et al. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to use the table of next hop label 
forwarding entries as taught by Callon et al. in Nagami et al.'s system with the motivation being 
to provide the label switch the packets being received from the short cut VC that need to be 
informed as to exactly what traffic will arrive on that VC and that mapping can not change 
without notice (page 48 lines 7-10). 

For claims 46 and 48-49, Nagami et al. disclose VCID notification over ATM link for 
LDP comprising steps of: 

a plurality of ports, one port of the plurality of ports receiving a packet travelling 
downstream on a bi-directional traffic trunk (page 3 lines 24-26 and page 4 lines 31-37); and 

processing circuitry processing the packet and forwarding the packet to a selected 
port of the plurality of ports for transmission to a next hop upstream on the bi-directional 
traffic trunk (page 3 lines 24-26 and page 4 lines 31-37). 

However, Nagami et al. do not disclose a plurality of ports. In an analogous art, Callon et 
al. disclose a plurality of ports (page 19 lines 30-36). Callon et al disclose further wherein the 
processing circuitry includes a memory that stores routing information, and the processing 
circuitry determines the next hop upstream using the stored routing information associated with 
the replaced label (page 18 lines 15-40 as set forth in claims 48-49). 




• 



Application/Control Number: 09/589,464 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2665 

One skilled in the art would have recognized a plurality of ports to use the teachings of 
Callon et al. in the system of Nagami et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time invention, to use the plurality of ports as taught by Callon et 
al. in Nagami et al.'s system with the motivation being to provide the same TCP/UDP 
source/destination ports (page 19 lines 31-32). 

For claim 47, Nagami et al. disclose wherein the processing circuitry identifies an 
incoming label for the received packet and replaces the identified incoming label with an 
incoming label corresponding to a received packet travelling upstream on the bi-directional 
traffic trunk (page 4 lines 5-6 and page 5 lines 2-3). 

For claim 52, Nagami et al. disclose wherein the router is a label switching router in a 
multi-protocol label switching network (page 1 line 36). 



6. Claims 5, 12, 39-41, 43-44, 50-51, 53-54, 56-59 and 71-73 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Toan D Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-305-0140. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday (7:00AM-4:30PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Huy Vu can be reached on 703-308-6602. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-9600. 

in) 

T.N. 
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